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Comments:

I have reviewed the CALFED Ausu~t 3, 1998 drift "Dev~lopin8 a Dr~ Pref¢~ ~¢d
Alternative" paper ~e~l~. Akhou~ I ~ ~ ~t~ ~th the ~ no d~isioa is going to be
~de now on the d~ conve~ aite~e, ~s ~ is ~~ b~ter th~ ~ier ~s.
~ one a~s ~th the po~ti~ judgem~ ~ the ~ ~nv~ alternative ~ot ~ ~1~
now ~ must w~t ~ EPA d~ision on ~. ~ w~ q~ ~ds ~d it is prov~ t~t the
T~-~lta AIt~ivv ~ll not provide ~ d~ir~ ~y pxot~fio~ then I Mve su~fisin~y
~ ¢ommems. The sp~ifio ~mments I do Mve foRow.

P~ 8: The di~ussion on the ne~ for the du~ ~~ ~t~ive ~ ~me good smtemems
such ~: "The duM Delt~ �o~~ ~th ~ i~lm~ ~ w~Md ~pifi~ M~p~ove
q~ity lbr D¢l~ ~tts ~d w~ld les~ wa~ ~v~on ~B on most fish s~ies. However,
C~’ED ~uld have to work out a~ur~ for its pr~ u~ ~d o~ p~i~ions for in-Delta
n~$." l ~ ~th both stat~ems. I do ~ ~ ~m, the rune ofthe fotlo~ two
~t~: "At this time, C~FED c~ot ~� ~t ~ ~t~ n~ ~or a n~d for t duM
~av~ ft~ to acMev¢ its ~s~ion. N~er ~t it ~uulud~, b~ upon
~nf~tio~ tMt the ~ is n~s~ for ~ ~t ~on." I wo~d strike thc~
~nt~s ~d add the fo~omng stat~ent ~ch I ~iev¢ mor¢ ~toly refl~s the dec~ion
being rode by CAL~D "’The dtml e~n~ ~t~d~ i$ ~ov~s~ ~d at t~s time,
CAL~D c~ot prove that the t~ou# D~ mnv~ ~t¢~ive ~1 not ~1~11 its

Page 9: ! ~ ~rongly ~th ~h¢ ~b~o~g ~ten~ ’~~ ~ev~ more e~cienl use

T~e i~ ~ c~nn~ion. Storase, i’built, wo~d pro~de en~o~t~ watt, w~ch is not
co~t~ to wat~ use, ~d tbr ~¢r mpply. ~ ~ mpply bet~fit mum be p~d for ~y the
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water users varticipating in the aew storage £’~qlhy will Mve to p~ ~ oont
~ill he ve~ hi~. No water u~er will ~ip~� ~ a ~o~� p~ ¯ ~t~t
m~ur~s ~e available t~t am che~p~r th~ ~ ~or~e ~d~ ~sts. ~ s~ond sentence is
wtoug w~ch is: " In ~dilio~ there must ~ e~ op~i~ for ~at~ tr~fers
buddm~ new storage." ~y? No u~r ~ p~ci~ ~ a stor~e project
av~ble which would ~ signifieamly ~ea~ ~ ~ ~or~ ~li~ ~sts.

Pa~ 28: I found it interesting that CAL~D is ~s~g to buy 1~,~ AF at up to $200
AF ~r the ¢n~ro~ent m S~e 1. That m~ C~ ~ld ~ a sig~fi~t
the water u~rs esp~Mly du~ ~ ye~. ~ we ~ to ~e C~ED to bM~ee water
tr~sf~ ~re~ses ~w~ ~ ~er u~s ~d t~ ~onm~t?

Page 33’ "r~e tmertie between the DMC and the CaliJbrnia Aqueduct (#4) should be dropped
since it provides no bertefits with south D~lta claatmel erlla~ements, additi=~nal Cleon Court
intake, and modified operating asreement (#~).

Pab’� 33: The pcopo~l to study the ree~’cttlatton idea (#8) ~ms silly to me. We know there is
ir~uffieient capacity to ~mplement this idea. This is probably in the document to get politicians
Snow’ back. Should we ask thorn to st~e thai ’the evahmtion must tgsume that their can be no
negative impact on CVP or SWP supplies?

Pagt~ 33: In the Noah Delta Improvements discussion they i~paore the need for Sacramento
County flood control improvemeras which iavolvts enlarging the South Fork l~rokelumne
channel.

Pagc 33: My pzimaly ¢uncern is this document lsr~ proposal to construct three new fish screens.
Why7 Screens are ~penswe. My concern goes away if’we don’t have to pay tbr the screens. If
we do have to pay all or a portion 0f’the scr~,n cost,*,, th~n why im’t the Tracy P.P. screen
sufflcient9 The primary purpose of building a ~¢r~n during Stage 1 is to test to scar if an etIiciem
screen at Hood can be dcvctoped and constructed. A n~w ~ is going to b¢ built at Tracy
P.P. ll’tt~tt screen is to be the same type as the Hood screen d~,a, then the proposed test screen
at Hood alld new seree.n at Clifton Court are not n~l~l, ffthe Tracy P.P. screen is am planned
to be the same type as planned For Hood, rhea we should only build one additional .scrc¢n either at
Cllf~on Court or Hood not both. This is one issue that [ bdicv¢ t~hnical di~t:unsiom betwecu
Hanson and I with CALFED staff wuuld be helpful. Plca~ give me your thoughts on how I
should pursue that thought. Who should I contact for example.

I will be on vacation nero week.

N.mber ofpises: 2
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